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Jessica Gillies

From: Anne-Flore Dwyer <ecosense.design@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 25, 2021 1:59 PM
To: Jessica Gillies
Cc: Eric Richert; Peter Dornbrook; John Schroeder; Bertrand Perroud; Bob Epstein
Subject: Public comment for Agenda item 8 for KMPUD Special Board Meeting to be held 6/28

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hello Jessica and KMPUD Board members,  
Please see my comments below regarding proposed changes to Electric Rate Structure, Agenda item 8 for the KMPUD 
Special Board Meeting to be held 6/28: 
 
Thank you for all the time you have spent reviewing and working on developing a more stable, equitable and logical 
electrical rate structure for the KMPUD. I believe that the discussions and thought that has gone into this have been very 
useful and in the long-term will benefit our community. However, I do not believe that any of the options that have been 
proposed to date really meet the goals set out and the needs of our community. As I interpret them here are the 
primary goals of the proposed rate change and proposed actions to accomplish these; some as stated in the Electrical 
rate study and some from my personal observation of this process. 
 
Goals: 
1-Stabilize electrical income over course of the year 
-Increasing base rate and reducing kw/h rate will help spread income out over the course of the year. 
2-Balance fixed costs versus variable costs 
-Base fee should be developed in relation to actual fixed costs to be covered. 
-Fixed costs need to be distributed in an equitable way to rate payers. 
-If base rate is developed using customer usage history it needs to be re-evaluated regularly in order to be equitable and 
logical as customer usage needs may dramatically fluctuate from year to year. 
-If base rate needs to be stable it must be based on a non-variable measurement such as unit size, meter capacity size or 
other similar static criteria. 
Note: Having a stable base rate with a lower kw/h does provide incentive for more electrical usage/sales however it is 
necessary for users and the KMPUD to consider the need for energy efficiency and promoting added energy efficient/non-
fossil fuel based energy consumption can easily be accomplished by other means without needing to rely on the necessity 
of a fixed base rate. If a usage based base rate is pursued it needs to reflect usage and changes associated with it. 
Additionally, these rate changes may require varying impacts on rate payers. If it is deemed that the existing rate 
structure is not equitable and adequately distributing electrical costs to rate payers the goal of minimizing changes from 
current billing will not provide the equitable billing structure the KMPUD is looking to implement.  
3-Provide equitable and logical transition and rate structure 
-Fee structure changes should take into account varying unit types, usage patterns, etc.. A usage pattern of a 4500+SF 
home versus a 1500 SF home, versus a condo, versus commercial use will be drastically different and need to be taken 
into account in setting up a base rate structure. This lends itself well to the use of usage patterns in developing the base 
rate, however as stated above these need to then remain relevant by continued adjusting with change in usage 
patterns.  
4-Encourage transition from propane to electrical usage 
-Reducing cost of kw/h will help entice customers to use more electrical based systems. 
-Additional electrical sales revenue should be pursued by encouraging customers to switch from propane to electrical. 
This could be accomplished by providing incentives to customers for making these switches such as funds to pay for 
heating system upgrades, funds for neighborhood geo-thermal pump systems, or even potential credits on electrical 
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usage for customers with electric heat pump heating systems, EV charging systems, etc.. These customers will have 
increased usage but could be provided with a blanket reduced kw/h discount for having these systems installed and 
using them.  
 
5.And however not stated in the Electrical rate study we absolutely must 
Promote sustainable electrical use patterns (energy efficiency, PV, etc…) 
-We still need to promote energy efficiency! Not just for the sake of sustainability but also as the state moves toward 
complete electrification we will not have enough electricity to power our state if we continue using electricity at the rate 
we are now. We all need to aggressively pursue energy efficiency. The PUD should pursue any additional electrical sales 
through increased usage from transition from propane use towards electrical NOT by encouraging people to be less 
efficient. 
- PV should also continue to be a viable option for customers as this reduces overall costs of power purchased from 
PG&E and significant line loss that is associated with this purchased power!  
 
I believe the KMPUD can develop an electrical rate that can meet all these goals in order to best serve their customers 
and meet their financial obligations however none of the proposed options so far accomplish this. As I do not see any 
pressing need to implement these changes immediately and the existing rate structure, although understandably not 
ideal, can hold course for the time being I highly encourage the board to take the time necessary to develop a rate 
structure that meets all the goals stated above and truly serves the community to the best of its ability. I believe making 
a rushed change now and then spending the next year revising it will only cause confusion and dismay. 
Thank you for your time and consideration,  
 
 
Anne-Flore Dwyer 
Architect -  License No. C35719 
Ecosense Designs 
ecosense.design@gmail.com 
(530)220-0531 
http://ecosensedesigns.com  
p.s. please call me Anne-Flore 
 
Kirkwood Meadows PUD is an equal opportunity provider and employer.  
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Jessica Gillies

From: Peter Sonne <pete.sonne@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 25, 2021 2:10 PM
To: Jessica Gillies
Subject: KMPUD Electric Rate Study

Hello, 
 
It’s a bit hard to follow who’s position is what on this issue but it seems like it started as something that will benefit most 
if not all as well as the District. The idea of promoting cleaner energy use and decreasing fuels such as propane is a great 
idea for the future of the planet. 
 
It seems that Bertrand Perroud has single handedly morphed it into something that might benefit all temporarily, but 
then at some point within the next 10 years we will all be burned by doing what’s right for the community and planet by 
increasing electric use and decreasing propane. 
 
If it is a majority vote, please override Bertrand. The initial low rate pricing was good and yes it would increase use of 
electricity and decrease propane but that is the goal. 
 
It’s not going to sway people from being less efficient —  the wasters will remain the same and the energy conscience 
will remain the same. This is simply how people are. 
 
The 1st rate structure that was proposed from the study would reward those who have been energy conscience over the 
years. 
 
The ones who start with a higher rate probably don’t care anyway as they have been using more at the current high 
prices. 
 
Also trying to follow why the rate went from 14 to 24 to pay for a project? Could it be considered to land in the middle 
of that 18-20? (Round numbers) 
 
Thank you for reading, 
 
Pete 
#70 Dangberg 
 
Kirkwood Meadows PUD is an equal opportunity provider and employer. 



Comments and Considerations for Rooftop Solar in Kirkwood 
Bertrand Perroud, KMPUD director 

 
Some information about solar in KW is being provided in material for the KMPUD proposed electrical rate study. However, some of 
the information is inadequate or incomplete, and warrants further study. Below are some items for clarification: 
  

1) Losses need further evaluation:  
Transmission and distribution losses are estimated at 25% into KW. This means 33% more electricity needs to be generated for a 
given consumption when comparing to rooftop solar "behind the meter” (direct) usage. 
While the 10% transmission losses is an industry accepted average, Kirkwood is at the end of a 20 mile line and the district should 
provide a calculation of actual transmission losses between PG&E and KMPUD. 
Production behind the meter, like rooftop solar, minimizes both transmission and distribution losses and therefore is a case in favor 
of rooftop solar, not of remote solar farm. 
 

2) Solar production time window in Kirkwood: 
Saying solar only produces during lower demand summer is misleading (page 11 of electrical rate study). Below is an example of 
production along the 12 months of the year in one solar system in Kirkwood. Adjusting PhotoVoltaic panels (PV) angle and azimuth 
impacts seasonal pattern production, as was done in the system used for the diagram below. Further PV are more efficient in colder 
temperatures, thus compensating partially for the shorter sun exposure in winter. As a side benefit, steeper angle PVs shed snow 
faster, reducing snow covering impact. In the actual example below, winter generation produces about 70% of the amount 
generated during the summer months, which is not negligible. 

 
 

3) Solar grid usage in rate study is incorrect: 
Rooftop solar stores "over 90%" of its generated electricity in the grid for later usage (page 11 of electrical rate study). There is no 
set number as it varies based on usage, time of use, occupancy, weather, season, etc… However, over 90% is a gross 
misrepresentation and clearly not the average. Below is an example of another solar system where 2/3 of the generated electricity is 
used behind the meter (without use of the grid).  

 

 



In this June 2021 example, 2/3 of the electricity generated is behind the meter. Indeed, this fluctuates overtime. Here are the 
numbers looking weekly:  Week 1: 28.4%  Week 2: 50.5% Week 3: 17.1% Week 4: 38.4% 
The weekly average (33.6%) is similar at one third of electricity actually sent to the grid, not 90% as stated in the rate study. That 
statement is factually wrong. This would require a poorly designed system and/or careless behavior. It should not be considered the 
norm. 
People tend to think most electricity is used at night when it is dark but with LEDs being very efficient, lighting is a tiny fraction of 
electricity usage. On the other hand, appliances, EV charging, water heating, AC, hotubs, etc… represent the bigger share of KWH 
usage and they can be programmed to run during generation time, as done in the system shown above.  
 

4) KMPUD actually does not purchase electricity at full cost over the year: 
In electrical rate study page 11, a mention says that KMPUD “purchased" electricity from rooftop solar at full cost (currently 0.656 
cents a KWH) instead of at the avoided cost (currently 0.137 cents a KWH). This is misleading as it omits that the electricity 
generated by the PVs will be “sold back” to that solar generator at the very same price. The 67K district cost referred to in the rate 
study is therefore bogus, as this is a zero sum operation over the year. So KMPUD is not losing or making money from the 
electricity generated by rooftop solar. Any excess generation would be purchased from the rooftop solar system at the same 
avoiding cost (currently 0.13 cents a KWH). That applies currently to only one or two current rooftop solar in KW.  
This said, it would be reasonable to have a cost for the usage of the grid as a temporary hold. However, it clearly should not be 54 
cents (difference from KWH rate and avoided cost) as suggested in rate study. Currently CA laws prohibits electricity providers to 
charge a usage fee for using the grid and SB1139 just got tabled. However, a minimum monthly charge is allowed. This is what 
PG&E is currently doing ($10 monthly minimum) to ensure solar customers contribute to the grid maintenance, even if they are net 
generators.  
 

5) Changing the rules after the game is unfair: 
Using past three years to determine AMU (Average Monthly Usage) and subsequently EDU (Equivalent Dwelling Unit) is unfair to 
rooftop solar user because this is changing the rules after the game, as people assumed the time of use and resulting grid usage 
was not a billing factor, per Net Energy Metering agreement. This is in addition of investment decisions made based on the current 
rate structure being voided. If the time of use is now a factor, people could adjust their consumption pattern to maximize behind the 
meter usage and minimize KMPUD electricity additional usage. Revising the usage fee after the initial year(s) would alleviate this 
and give a chance to customer to adjust to the new rules. 
 

6) Everyone can use solar energy, not only rooftop solar owners: 
Below is a typical June power mix from CAISO (our grid): Renewable is in green. 

 
 

If people want to minimize the GHG emissions linked to their electricity usage, they should consume electricity between 8 AM and 6 
PM. Keep also in mind that grid demand in California is the highest from 5 to 8 pm and thus mid-day consumption is preferable to 
late afternoon. This is actual emissions savings, independently of RECs (Renewable Energy Credits), which the district purchases 
per SB350 statute (Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act). I take the opportunity to remind people that KMPUD currently offers 
to purchase 100% RECs for your electricity consumption and to offset 100% of emissions resulting from propane usage. Even if the 
district moves to 100% renewables electricity sourcing, it would reduce actual GHG emissions to consume between 8 AM and 6 
PM. However, with EV charging increasing overtime, a Time of Use rate structure should be offered to manage demand and 
distribution load, in particular during the ski season. This should be part of the proposed rate structure change, but is not to date. 
 

In conclusion, rooftop solar should not be the loser of the new rate structure, for existing and future customers. This call for a more 
moderate change than going all the way to the avoided cost, with its associated side effects. An initial rate between 25 and 30 cents 
would achieve all the goals described by VP Bob Epstein in his memo and seems a prudent step at this time. This is also the 
approach favored by Vail-Kirkwood resort, per its VP GM Matt Jones. 


